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An Exploration of Corporate Climate Change-related Governance 
Practices and Related Disclosures:  Evidence from Australia 
  
 
Abstract 
This paper investigates the climate change-related corporate governance disclosure practices of five 
major Australian energy-intensive companies over a 16 year period. In doing so, we develop a content 
analysis instrument to identify disclosures made in relation to various policies and procedures the 
organisations have in place for addressing various issues associated with climate change. We apply this 
instrument to the respective companies’ annual reports and sustainability reports.  We find an 
increasing trend in companies’ climate change-related corporate governance disclosures over time, 
however in many instances the disclosures provide limited insights into the climate change-related risks 
and opportunities confronting the sample companies. 
 
Keywords: Climate change; corporate governance; climate change-related disclosure; corporate 
social responsibility; stakeholders. 
 
1. Introduction 
Climate change is a major environmental issue of concern to the global community. 
Evidence indicates that climate change is occurring in large part because of human 
activities, particularly the burning of fossil fuels and that there will be significant 
global environmental, social and financial impacts throughout the world if a timely 
and appropriate strategy for addressing climate change is not implemented within the 
very near future (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 2001, 2007)1. 
Correspondingly, climate change and associated risks are increasingly being 
recognised by corporate managers as one of the most important business challenges 
they face in the twenty first century (Deegan, 2009). Evidence shows that many 
multinational organisations are facing challenges and pressures regarding their climate 
change-related business practices from a wide range of stakeholders, including 
regulatory bodies, customers, and shareholders (Hoffman, 2006). There is also 
increasing demand from various stakeholder groups for companies to publicly report 
information about their climate change-related business practices (Global Reporting 
Initiative and KPMG, 2007).  
 
As elsewhere, within Australia climate change has the potential to create immense 
social and environmental problems. Australia’s high energy consumption and reliance 
on fossil fuels has caused significant greenhouse gas emissions, notably the highest 
per capita emissions in the world (Australian Greenhouse Office, 2006)2. A wide 
range of industries in Australia will be affected by the potential economic and social 
impacts of climate change (Preston and Jones, 2006). In this regard, in a research 
paper focusing on climate change-related practices adopted by 100 Australian 
                                                 
1 In their third assessment report (IPCC has so far published four reports, the third report was published in 2001), the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) identified that world temperatures have already risen 0.6 degrees centigrade 
in the 20th century, mainly as a consequence of human activities. This temperature is projected to increase a further 1.4-5.8 
degrees centigrade during the 21st century.  Because of this global warming the frequency and intensity of extreme weather 
events is believed to be increasing which will lead to changes in sea levels, ice and snow cover, plant and agricultural 
productivity, coastal erosion and other indicators of global biological and physical integrity. 
2 According to the Australian Greenhouse Office (2006), the main sectors that are responsible for Australia’s GHG emissions are 
electricity, gas and water (35%), agriculture, forestry and fisheries (24%), manufacturing (13%), services and construction 
(11%), residential (9%) and mining (8%).          
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companies, AMP Henderson (2002) found that approximately 50% of respondent 
organisations appear to consider the risk of climate change at the corporate board 
level, and consider that climate change is an issue that will contribute significantly to 
future business risk.  
 
During the past few decades several researchers have investigated corporations’ 
environmental reporting practices (see for example; Guthrie and Parker, 1989; Tilt, 
1994; Gray et al, 1995; Deegan and Gordon, 1996; Deegan et al 2002; O’Donovan, 
2002; Deegan and Blomquist, 2006). However, very little is known about a subset of 
these disclosures, specifically the climate change-related disclosure practices of 
corporations. This research seeks to address some of this void. Focusing on five major 
energy-intensive companies, this paper investigates climate change-related disclosure 
practices from a corporate governance perspective over a 16 year period (from 1992 
to 2007). More particularly, we are focusing on the disclosures that provide 
information about the policies and procedures the organisations have in place for 
addressing various issues associated with climate change. We use the term ‘climate 
change-related corporate governance disclosures’ to refer to corporate disclosures 
about the policies and procedures the respective organisations have in place for 
addressing risks and opportunities associated with the issue of climate change. In 
doing so, this paper provides some useful contributions to the existing environmental 
accounting literature.  
Given the risks that climate change poses to business it would be logical that climate 
change-related policies and procedures are incorporated within corporate governance 
practises. To assess the risks a company is subjected to, investors and other interested 
parties would arguably have an interest in the policies and procedures (governance 
practices) an organisation has instituted in relation to addressing climate change 
issues. This paper investigates the extent of disclosure that a sample of Australian 
companies is making in relation to climate change-related policies and practices. It 
should be emphasised that we are investigating the public disclosures being made by 
corporations and as such we are not investigating whether particular governance 
policies actually exist. Rather, we are investigating whether the sample companies 
publicly provide information about the existence, or non-existence, of particular 
climate change-related governance policies. Of course particular governance policies 
may exist, but given the voluntary nature of these disclosures, organisations might 
elect not to disclose their existence3. However, failure to publicly provide such 
information will impede the ability of various stakeholders to assess the risks that 
climate change poses to the respective organisations. 
 
A climate change-related disclosure classification scheme has been developed to 
investigate five Australian companies’ climate change-related annual report disclosure 
practices. The five selected companies are BHP Billiton (Manufacturing/Mining), 
Caltex (Oil refinery), Origin Energy Limited (Oil, Gas, Electricity), Rio Tinto 
(Manufacturing/Mining) and Santos Limited (Oil and Gas). These companies are 
among the ASX Top 100 companies by market capitalisation (S&P ASX100). Among 
the particular issues we address are the following: 
                                                 
3 The motivation for organisations to disclose, or not to disclose, details about existing climate change-
related corporate governance policies is an interesting issue in itself. Interested researchers could use a 
variety of theoretical perspectives to explain, or predict, the disclosure (or non-disclosure) decision. In 
this paper, however, we restrict our attention to investigating the more descriptive issue of whether 
firms are providing information. 
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 Reflective of the increasing concern with climate change issues across time, 
are the sample companies voluntarily providing increasing levels of climate 
change-related disclosures across time? 
 What is the focus of any existing climate change-related disclosures?  
 Is there a difference in the focus of voluntary climate change-related 
disclosures between annual reports and stand-alone social and environmental 
reports?   
As indicated in the above dot points, this study also examines the standalone social 
and environmental reports (or ‘sustainability reports’ or equivalent) of the five 
companies. It is emphasised that this paper is largely exploratory in nature given the 
absence of available information about Australian companies’ climate-change-related 
disclosures. The findings reported in this paper will then provide a background for 
further research to be undertaken by the authors, and other researchers, that might 
address issues such as the motivations for particular disclosures, or the relevance of 
existing disclosures in regard to satisfying various stakeholder information demands. 
The balance of this paper is structured as follows. In the next section we provide a 
brief background of the emerging climate change-related global policies, pressures 
and corporate responses. Subsequently, the business implications of climate change 
and related stakeholders’ concerns are briefly discussed. The research method is then 
outlined, followed by the presentation of our findings. The paper concludes with a 
discussion of the possible implications of the research. 
 
2. Background: global climate change-related policies, pressures and 
corporate responses 
The issue of climate change first attracted mainstream public attention in the course of 
the 1990s (Kolk, 2008), leading in 1992 to the first international agreement on climate 
change, the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCC) 
(The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, 2004). A major step 
towards this convention was the establishment of the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change (IPCC) in 1988, which is arguably the world’s most authoritative 
body of climate change scientists. The Panel has since issued a series of reports, the 
fourth of which in 2007 noted that without further action to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions, the global average surface temperature is likely to rise significantly this 
century (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 2007). As a result of such 
information and focus, a wide range of stakeholders have started to pay particular 
attention to the issue (Kolk and Pinkse, 2007).  
Whilst climate change is now considered to be an extremely important issue, it is 
interesting to note that many multinational companies initially opposed international 
efforts and regulations to control greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and the 
opposition often manifested itself in the direct questioning of the scientific basis of the 
problem (Kolk and Levy, 2001; Kolk, 2008; Jeswani et al, 2008). Energy-intensive 
sectors such as coal, oil, steel, aluminum, chemicals, automobiles, and paper and pulp 
were vocal ‘skeptics’ of the climate change debate and formed lobby groups such as 
the Global Climate Coalition and the Coalition for Vehicle Choice to challenge the 
importance and/or scientific basis of the issue (Kolk, 2008). During this period around 
the mid-1990s, corporations were often publicly dismissive and skeptical about the 
potential ‘crisis’ associated with climate change (Kolk and Pinkse, 2004; Kolk, 2008).  
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Whilst much corporate skepticism to the climate change debate was evident until the 
mid 1990s, by the late 1990s an increasing number of companies’ public positions 
steadily changed from opposition to a more accepting position with many 
organisations implementing actions to deal with impending change and regulation 
(Kolk and Pinkse, 2004; Kolk and Pinkse, 2007; Kolk, 2008). The main driver of this 
corporate strategic change was, according to some parties, the creation of the Kyoto 
Protocol in 1997 (Kolk and Pinkse, 2004) which prompted the international 
development of climate change regulation and increased pressure from non-
governmental organisations (NGOs) throughout the world. The Kyoto Protocol, which 
has been ratified by over 160 countries, contains legal limits on greenhouse gas 
emissions for developed countries. During the latter part of the 1990s many 
organisations started working with NGOs’ on climate change issues as both NGOs 
and business leaders acknowledged that they could not tackle climate change in a non-
collaborative manner (PLEON, 2007). This period of time saw the development of 
various cross-sector stakeholder partnerships (for example, the Greenhouse Gas 
Protocol Initiative4). The climate change strategies of major oil (such as BP, Shell) 
and automotive (such as General Motors, Toyota) companies commenced changing in 
an apparent reaction to increasing regulatory and public pressures to adopt a proactive 
position towards climate change, the related science, and the Kyoto Protocol (Kolk, 
2008). Nevertheless there was still a propensity for many corporations to be somewhat 
skeptical about the scientific basis of the ‘crisis’ (Kolk and Levy, 2001: Kolk, 2008).  
 
Arguably, the next significant period of change begins with the adoption of an 
emission trading scheme by the European Union, a scheme which ultimately came 
into force in 2005. To meet the Kyoto commitments, the European Union GHG 
Emission Trading Scheme (EU ETS) set emission limits on utilities and large 
industrial emitters operating within the European Union (Jeswani et al, 2008). 
Growing shareholder and investor activism in demanding disclosure and action 
against climate change appears to be a main characteristic of this period from the 
early 2000s (PLEON, 2007). Growing climate change awareness of other stakeholder 
groups including consumers, media, scientific community, competitors and companies 
in other industries also emerged at this time effectively changing the ‘social contract’ 
between organisations and the communities in which they operated with the 
consequence that more corporations publicly committed to addressing the 
implications their operations had in relation to contributing to climate change 
(PLEON, 2007). The Stern Review further fueled the climate debate by explaining the 
economic impacts of climate change and by emphasising the immediate need for a 
global response to climate change (Stern, 2006). However, whilst many corporations 
were being proactive in response to the growing need and expectation for change, 
many companies were still considered to be in the early stages of addressing climate 
change issues (Pinkse, 2007). 
 
In summary, we believe that corporate attitudes towards climate change have evolved 
over the years which comprise the period of our analysis (1992 to 2007). Initially 
there was generally a dismissive position taken by leading corporations, however, this 
                                                 
4 GHG Protocol is a multi-stakeholder partnership of businesses, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), governments, and 
others convened by the World Resources Institute (WRI), a US-based environmental NGO, and the World Business Council for 
Sustainable Development (WBCSD), a Geneva-based coalition of 165 international companies. Launched in 1998, GHG 
Protocol’s mission is to develop internationally accepted greenhouse gas (GHG) accounting and reporting standards for business 
and to promote their adoption by businesses and policymakers alike (Ranganathan and Bhatia, 2003). 
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moved towards a gradual acceptance of the science of climate change, and now we 
have a number of companies throughout the world putting in place sophisticated 
structures and mechanisms to reduce their contribution to global climate change. 
Nevertheless, it is acknowledged that whilst many companies are acknowledging and 
responding to the threats and opportunities associated with climate change there are 
still many companies that have been slow to adapt their processes to align with the 
need internationally to reduce GHG emissions.  
Whilst the above discussion of corporate attitudes and responses towards climate 
change is based on research undertaken elsewhere, Australian companies’ attitudes 
towards climate change also appear to be consistent with the global trend. In 1992, 
Australia signed the UNFCC at the ‘Earth Summit’ in Rio de Janeiro. A limited 
number of companies started releasing stand-alone environmental reports but these 
were often criticised as being ‘green-wash’ and more of a public relations exercise 
rather than embracing any perspective of accountability. 
In 1998, Australia signed the Kyoto protocol. At the same time Australia also started 
to adopt various climate change-related policies at the state level, for example, the 
Greenhouse Emissions and Energy Efficiency in Industry (EPA Victoria Industry 
Greenhouse Programme) (2001), the NSW Greenhouse Gas Abatement Scheme 
(GGAS) (2003), and the Greenhouse Challenge Plus (2004). In 2005 Australia joined 
the Asia Pacific Clean Development and Climate Partnership (AP6). Australia started 
to implement the Kyoto protocol in 2008. In 2008, the Australian government also 
commenced actions to ultimately establish a National Emissions Trading Scheme 
(NETS) as an initiative of state and territory governments (although the actual time of 
implementation is very uncertain). Consistent with the increased focus of government 
on various climate change-related issues, it appears that Australian companies have, in 
general and like their international counterparts, moved from an earlier position of 
climate change denial to an acceptance of the scientific evidence relating to climate 
change and the need to address the various issues associated with climate change 
(Carbon Disclosure Project, 2007). 
 
Given the increasing stakeholder concerns relating to climate change, together with 
the increasing focus by both government and corporations as briefly discussed above, 
our expectation is that across the period of our investigation there will be evidence of 
increasing disclosures pertaining to climate change as organisations respond to 
increasing stakeholder demand for information.  
  
3. Business implications of climate change  
Climate change can affect companies’ profitability and value in two broad ways: 
firstly through the increasing cost of carbon (for example, responding to climate 
change risks government will be motivated to put a cost on greenhouse gas emissions 
and to create mandatory requirements for energy saving technologies); and secondly, 
through the costs associated with physical weather and climatic impacts (for example, 
through costs associated with abnormal weather events such as storms, cyclones, 
floods, droughts, and climate change-induced spread of tropical disease) (Rolph and 
Prior, 2006). With these affects in mind, various stakeholders would arguably find 
climate change-related information relevant for assessing various aspects of an 
organisation’s performance and risk. As a result of responding to the Carbon 
Disclosure Project questionnaire, companies in Australia and New Zealand appear to 
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have given higher levels of recognition to the risks associated with climate change, 
compared to the companies in the rest of the world (Carbon Disclosure Project, 2007). 
Included within these risks were regulatory risks (e.g. regulation aimed at emissions 
trading; emissions reductions and increased energy efficiency; regulatory uncertainty 
and duplication; increased costs and growing compliance costs; mandatory 
greenhouse and energy reporting), physical risks (e.g. extreme weather events; rising 
sea levels and water shortages; infrastructure damage and associated costs; 
availability of water and other resources; increased insurance costs; business 
disruptions either directly or via the supply chain), and other risks (e.g. change in 
consumer attitudes and demand; damage to reputation; difficulty in attaining 
investment).   
Of particular relevance in assessing risks and predicting future performance would be 
the policies and procedures an organisation has put in place to manage the climate 
change-related aspects of its performance (that is, its climate change-related 
governance practices). To assess future risks, interested parties would not necessarily 
focus on historical records (output measures) of performance (for example, past 
emission levels), but rather, would need to know what mechanisms are in place to 
control and mitigate the climate change implications of the organisation’s operations 
(process measures). Further, if companies do not disclose information about their 
climate change-related governance practices and performance, there is a risk that ‘the 
markets will make judgements based on incomplete information’ (KPMG, 2008: 6).  
 
Taking the above position further, there are also parties who argue that performance 
in relation to climate change will inevitably be as important as other aspects of 
performance, including corporate financial profitability. For example, in a meeting 
with US businesses in New York, UK’s Environment and Climate Change minister 
Ian Pearson said that (Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) 
News Release, 2007):   
In the future I expect a company’s carbon statement to be as prominent as its financial 
statements. That’s because investors are increasingly demanding reliable information about a 
company’s global carbon footprint, as well as what it’s doing to reduce its CO2 emissions.  
Proper financial reporting is a no-brainer. Carbon reporting must be the same…..Climate 
change already poses risks to businesses – and these will only increase in the future. Climate 
change can affect a corporation’s profitability and investors are right to be asking searching 
questions about how businesses are facing up to the realities, as well as the business 
opportunities of climate change.  
Evidence does suggest that there is growing investor demand for corporate 
information pertaining to climate change (Friends of the Earth, 2006). In this regard, 
one of the largest investor groups in Australia, VicSuper has stated on their website 
(April 2008) that: 
We ask companies for information. VicSuper encourages the companies in which we invest to 
quantify, manage and publicly report their greenhouse gas emissions. For example this year, as 
part of the global Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP), we asked the largest listed companies 
around the world as well as in Australia and New Zealand to report their CO2 emissions and 
explain their climate change policies. We invest more funds in leading sustainability 
companies….. We invest up to 10% of the funds in our investment options with allocation to 
shares in large listed companies that, amongst other criteria, are assessed on their performance 
and strategies in managing their carbon emissions.5  
                                                 
5 Interestingly, VicSuper was the winner of the 2008 ACCA Australia and New Zealand Sustainability 
Reporting Award (the winner being announced on 4 August, 2009). 
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In relation to the Carbon Disclosure Project mentioned in the above quote, the 
Australian Centre for Corporate Social Responsibility (ACCSR) made the following 
comments in a submission to the ASX Corporate Governance Council (ASX CGC) 
Review of the ASX Corporate Governance Principles. In its submission, ACCSR 
(2007) stated that: 
The appetite of investors for greater disclosure of sustainability investment risks is 
demonstrated by the huge uptake of the Carbon Disclosure Project. The Investor Group on 
Climate Change, which manages the Carbon Disclosure Project in Australia, represents 
Australian investors with $200 billion under management, and membership is rising. Last 
year, investors wrote to ASX 100 companies for the first time to ask for information on how 
companies are managing climate risk. This information is currently not provided by companies 
in a systematic or comprehensive way under the current ASX listing rules or Corporate 
Governance Principles and Best Practice Recommendations…...Clearly, investors desire a 
greater level of disclosure of social and environmental impacts and risks than is currently 
facilitated by the current listing rules and disclosure guidance. 
Further reflecting the growing calls from various stakeholder groups for climate 
change-related information, one of the world’s leading environmental groups, WWF 
has stated that:  
Shareholders, customers and the media want to know whether companies are facing up to the 
reality of rising carbon dioxide (CO2) costs. Are they preparing for the future with their own 
climate change policy and a CO2-reduction plan?......We believe there are enormous 
opportunities for businesses to improve their standing and their bottom line through actions 
that cut CO2 emissions. We argue that the actions companies need to take to improve their 
energy efficiency and reduce CO2 emissions are entirely compatible with their aim of 
improving shareholder and stakeholder value. (WWF Climate Savers Program, 2007) 
Accounting firms and professional accounting bodies have also voiced a belief that 
various stakeholders need information about climate change to inform the various 
decisions they might make. For example, CPA Australia has already signaled to 
accounting standard-setters the need for an accounting standard pertaining to 
emissions trading (CPA Australia, 2007). In addition to concerns about how to 
account for emissions trading schemes, the accounting profession has also given 
attention to the measurement and reporting framework required to assist different 
stakeholders such as investors, rating agencies and analysts (KPMG, 2008). 
According to KPMG (2008) the key information sought by stakeholders relate not 
only to information about GHG emissions, but also to the governance policies being 
put in place by organisations to help reduce emissions, and the regulatory, financial, 
and physical risks associated with climate change. CPA Australia submitted a 
response to the National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting System Regulations 
Discussion Paper (November, 2007) where it stated that: 
CPA Australia is a strong supporter of improved corporate governance reporting. We maintain 
that the quality of corporate governance reporting will be improved as a result of entities 
reporting against the requirements under this Act (National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting 
Act) (be that mandatory or voluntary reporting). Businesses are being increasingly judged in 
terms of their environmental performance, and therefore compliance with this Act will be 
followed closely. Public disclosure of emissions information therefore not only assists with the 
creation and operation of the AETS but will also assist stakeholders, including shareholders, 
evaluate and respond to the company’s performance and future prospects.  
Hence, from this brief overview, there clearly does appear to be a demand for 
organisations to provide information about the policies and procedures they have put 
in place to deal with climate change. Whether corporations appear to be responding to 
this demand is something that this paper explores. 
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4. Research Methods 
The aim of this research is to investigate the disclosure of climate change-related 
governance practices by major Australian companies. To investigate the changing 
disclosure practices of Australian companies, this paper analysed five major 
companies’ corporate climate change related disclosure practices over a period of 16 
years, from 1992 to 2007. The selection of companies was based on the criteria that 
the company would be in an industry that would be likely to be highly affected by the 
impacts of climate change, and be listed on the Australian Securities Exchange.  
 
Deegan (2009) argues that companies involved in electricity generation, resource 
extraction and manufacturing would be expected to be particularly affected by the 
impact of climate change. Our samples of five companies are BHP Billiton 
(Manufacturing/Mining), Caltex (Oil refinery), Origin Energy Limited (Oil, Gas, 
Electricity), Rio Tinto (Manufacturing/Mining) and Santos Limited (Oil and Gas). 
These companies are among the ASX Top 100 companies by market capitalisation 
(S&P ASX100) and among the sectors that would be most affected by the impact of 
climate change. Annual reports of these five listed companies are available through 
the Connect 4 Database. Another database “DatAnalysis” also provides access to 
annual reports in PDF format for all listed Australian companies. This study has 
utilised the facilities provided by both databases. 
 
In relation to which corporate reports to review, early research into social and 
environmental disclosures suggested that annual reports are a major source of 
environmental information provided by companies (Brown and Deegan, 1998; Tilt, 
2001; O’Donovan, 2002). However, more recently, various researchers have 
questioned the relative importance of annual reports as the main source of corporate 
social and environmental information because of the emergence of stand-alone 
environmental reports in the late 90s.  For example, Unerman (2000: 677) found that 
‘many corporate reports other than annual reports contained CSR’ information. 
Therefore, this study has also analysed the standalone social and environmental 
reports (or equivalent) of the five mentioned companies (from 2002 to 2007 for BHP 
Billiton, Origin Energy, and Rio Tinto; from 2002 to 2004 for Caltex; and 2004, 2006 
& 2007 for Santos Limited) to investigate whether there is any difference in focus of 
disclosures related to climate change-related corporate practices between annual 
reports and stand-alone social and environmental (sustainability) reports.6 The stand-
alone reports of these five listed companies were collected from the respective 
companies’ websites.   
 
4.1 Content Analysis 
Content analysis (Krippendorff, 1980) has been employed to analyse the disclosures 
of climate change-related governance practices. Content analysis ‘involves codifying 
qualitative and quantitative information into predefined categories in order to derive 
patterns in the presentation and reporting of information’ (Guthrie et al, 2004; Guthrie 
and Abeyeskera, 2006). Certain technical requirements have to be met for content 
analysis to be effective (Guthrie et al, 2004; Guthrie and Abeyeskera, 2006). In 
particular, the unit of analysis and the basis of classification must be clearly defined. 
                                                 
6 Stand alone social and environmental reports (or sustainability reports, or similar) are not necessarily released on an annual 
basis by all companies. Hence the lack of social and environmental reports in particular years for some of our sample. Prima 
facie we would expect that, because of their focus, social and environmental reports would tend to provide more specific 
information about climate change than  would annual reports. 
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4.2 Unit of Analysis  
To determine how to capture the data, the accounting literature usually embraces one 
of two approaches: the number of disclosures pertaining to a particular issue, or the 
amount/extent of disclosures (Gray et al, 1995). Both of the approaches have been 
used in the social and environmental accounting literature (Cowen et al, 1987; Gray et 
al, 1995; Deegan & Gordon, 1996; Deegan & Rankin, 1996; Hackston & Milne, 1996; 
Tilt, 2001; Adams and Frost, 2007). Our present study concentrates on the ‘number of 
disclosures’ as a measure to capture data rather than using ‘extent of disclosure’ (for 
example, the number of words or pages) as we primarily focus on the presence or 
absence of disclosure about a particular climate change-related policy or procedure in 
a particular year. If the company disclosed information about a specific issue, then it 
is given a score of 1, otherwise 0.  
 
4.3 Categorisation 
As already indicated, this study focuses on the disclosure of information relating to 
climate change-related corporate governance practices. Hence, a disclosure 
classification for climate change-related governance practices is necessary into which 
content units can be classified. However, no disclosure schema is known to exist 
within the literature and hence an integral part of our research was the development of 
a climate change disclosure categorisation scheme. In undertaking the development 
we made reference to a number of documents released by various NGOs and research 
associations. Whilst not necessarily focussing on disclosure, these documents 
typically identified the types of governance practices that would be expected to be 
found within organisations that are actively embracing the climate change agenda. 
The documents we reviewed were: 
 The Coalition for Environmentally Responsible Economies (CERES) released 
a document in March 2006 entitled “Corporate Governance and Climate 
Change: Making the Connection” (Cogan, 2006). The report provides a 
checklist of 14 governance policies that ideally would exist in an organisation 
tackling climate change issues; 
 Business for Social Responsibility (BSR) released a report in October 2007 
entitled “Beyond Neutrality: Moving Your Company Toward Climate 
Leadership” that identified 27 ‘practices’ that would be expected to exist in a 
well designed corporate governance system; 
 AMP Henderson Global Investors (2002) released a report that evaluated the 
extent to which Australian organisations had embraced the climate change 
agenda. In doing so they investigated whether particular policies and practices 
had been implemented. These policies and practices were reflective of the 
extent to which organisations had embraced climate change as a source of 
business risks and opportunities; 
 The Carbon Disclosure Project, which is the world’s largest collaboration of 
institutional investors, identifies a number of suggested disclosures.7 To assess 
whether organisations were making disclosures in conformity with its 
recommendations a questionnaire was developed by the organisation in 2002, 
                                                 
7 The Carbon Disclosure Project has the support of a total of 385 institutional investors with a combined US$57 trillion of assets 
under management (www.cdproject.net). This project seeks information on the business risks and opportunities presented by 
climate change by sending questionnaire to the world's largest companies (www.cdproject.net).  
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the latest of which was developed in 2008, and this questionnaire highlights a 
number of expected climate change-related policies and procedures; 
 Global Reporting Initiative and KPMG developed an instrument (2007) to 
evaluate corporate reporting on the business implications of climate change. 
This document identifies a number of governance related policies that are 
expected to be disclosed in an informative report; 
 The Association of Chartered Certified Accountants (ACCA), UK, developed 
an instrument to review the climate change-related reporting practices of 42 
UK companies (2007). Companies’ sustainability (or equivalent) reports, 
annual reports, and web-based documentation were analysed using this 
disclosure criteria.  
 
Drawing from these sources, we developed a list of climate change-related corporate 
governance disclosure items. The basis for including a particular item in our 
disclosure index was that at least two of the six reports we reviewed (as identified 
above) must have included the item within their particular release or 
recommendations. After the commencement of the process of reviewing and coding 
disclosures from annual and sustainability reports, a limited number of additional 
climate change-related governance disclosure items were identified. Consequently, 
the list incorporated these new items that give us a final index of twenty-five specific 
climate change-related governance issues under eight general themes. These are 
shown in Table 1. Table 1 will also be used to report results (which are discussed in 
Section 5). Again, we stress that we are not directly assessing the relevance or 
reliability of particular categories of information. Rather, we are seeking to gain an 
understanding of current disclosure practices, and trends therein, in relation to climate 
change-related issues. 
 
INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE 
INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE 
Whilst we acknowledge that this approach of developing the classification scheme 
may appear fairly arbitrary, we believe it represents a sound start in developing an 
instrument that is not only used in our study, but that can also be used as a starting 
point by other researchers interested in researching climate change-related 
disclosures. We would also argue that our disclosure scheme represents a means of 
evaluating the ‘quality’ of disclosures made by organisations in relation to reporting 
information about the corporate governance policies they have in place to address the 
risks and opportunities associated with climate change. Organisations that score more 
highly using our scheme (the maximum possible score being 25) are considered by us 
to be providing relatively higher ‘quality’ disclosures thereby enabling interested 
parties to better assess how organisations are dealing with climate change relative to 
organisations that provide fewer disclosures8. 
 
Having determined how we would classify and measure the disclosures we then 
moved to the coding. A total of 80 annual reports and 24 social and environmental (or 
sustainability) reports of the five listed Australian companies (identified earlier) 
                                                 
8 Our disclosure scoring system obviously has limitations which we acknowledge. For example, we 
give a particular item a score of 1 if some mention is made of a particular policy or procedure (either its 
existence, or an explicit recognition of its non-existence) without regard to the extent of discussion or 
explanation, and we are equally weighting each item in our classification scheme. Nevertheless we 
believe our scheme provides a useful basis for measuring and evaluating corporate disclosures as well 
as providing a useful starting point for other researchers seeking to address related issues. 
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formed the basis for the results of this paper. As part of the review, we used the search 
facility in the Connect 4 and DatAnalysis database. A search of these reports was 
undertaken using the words “climate change”, “global warming”, “greenhouse gas”, 
“emissions”, “EU ETS” “carbon”, “CO2”, “GRI”, “GHG Protocol”, “corporate 
governance”, “management”, “risk”, “environment”, “pollution”, and “energy”. 
Companies that mentioned the words “emissions”, “carbon”, “corporate governance”, 
“management”, “risk”, “environment”, “pollution and “energy” generally, but failed 
to discuss them in the context of climate change, were not considered to be providing 
climate change-related disclosure.  
 
5. Results 
5.1 Annual report disclosure: 
 
The summary view of the disclosure of climate change-related governance practices 
of the five major Australian companies from 1992 to 2007 has been presented in 
Table 1. As Table 1 indicates, in reporting our results we identify the year in which 
particular disclosures were made. 
 
We find that at the beginning of our period of analysis all companies made minimal 
disclosures within their annual reports. Although BHP Billiton, Rio Tinto and Santos 
have reported the existence of a sustainability committee (or equivalent) to manage 
overall sustainability issues (environment, health and safety), there were no other 
board or management-related disclosures until 1999. Caltex did not provide any 
climate change-related governance information until 1997. During the mid-1990s the 
sample companies’ disclosures appeared to increase with some of the companies 
disclosing some new items under the general categories such as ‘emissions 
accounting’, ‘research and development’, and ‘potential liability reduction’. There 
was no disclosure regarding ‘external affairs’ until 2000. In 2000, Origin Energy 
disclosed information about their concerns for external affiliation, and support for 
collaborative solutions to climate change. The disclosure of these new issues 
represented an increase in total disclosures as disclosure pertaining to these issues had 
been absent in the earlier years.  
By the end of our period of analysis (2007), all the companies disclosed information 
about having a board committee with explicit oversight for general environmental 
affairs. However, there were still no disclosures regarding the specific board 
committees dealing with climate change. By 2007, the majority of companies 
identified the existence of an executive management team for risk management as it 
pertains to greenhouse issues. Under the management-related issues, with the 
exception of Caltex, all companies’ chairman/CEO expressed the company’s position 
on climate change issues. Two companies, Origin Energy and Rio Tinto, reported the 
existence of an executive manager who is responsible for the corporations’ 
relationships with government, the media and the community in relation to climate 
change issues. Companies also started to disclose information in relation to the 
categories ‘reporting/benchmarking’, and ‘carbon pricing & trading’. Such 
information was absent in the earlier years. Perhaps, and this is speculation, the 
emergence of this disclosure might have been due to the growing acceptance of the 
Global Reporting Initiative and the introduction, or likely introduction internationally, 
of carbon pricing & trading during this period.  
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Across the period of our analysis both Origin Energy and Rio Tinto made the highest 
number of disclosures, 76 in total (which is out of a possible 400, which is 16 years 
multiplied by 25 disclosure items). The highest number of issues disclosed in any 
particular year was by Rio Tinto in 2007 (16 issues out of 25 specific issues).  Caltex 
appeared to disclose the lowest number of disclosures, 31 in total, across the entire 
period. The maximum number of items Caltex disclosed in any year was 7 out of 25 
specific issues in 2007.  
  
On the whole, the recent years provided evidence of the highest number of disclosures 
relative to the earlier years. In general, companies’ climate change-related governance 
practice disclosures have increased across time, although companies still provided a 
fairly low level of disclosure.  
 
The trends in total disclosures are represented in Figure 1 below. It is evident from 
Figure 1 that companies are disclosing more climate change-related corporate 
governance information across time. The changing levels of corporate climate change-
related governance disclosures is consistent with the increasing relevance of climate 
change to various corporate stakeholders and the implementation by government and 
industry of various climate change-related initiatives all of which seemed to be 
increasing across the period of our analysis. In all cases, disclosure was highest in the 
later period of our analysis and lowest (or, equal lowest) in the earlier period of our 
analysis (1992). Again, this is consistent with a growing trend in disclosure. If we are 
to accept that our disclosure index is a measure of the ‘quality’ of reporting in respect 
of climate change-related governance structures then we would argue that the quality 
of disclosures appears to be improving across time, albeit there is obvious room for 
improvement. We would also argue that a company such as Caltex, with a maximum 
of 7 disclosures in 2007 (and a maximum of 3 in any other period) is producing 
disclosures of relatively low quality (such that stakeholders in Caltex would have 
relatively more difficulty in assessing how the organisation is attending to the risks 
and opportunities associated with climate change). 
 
Figure 1: Climate Change-related Corporate Governance Disclosure 
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5.2 Disclosures by Categories 
The trends in disclosures in the eight broad categories over the period from 1992 to 
2007 are represented in Figure 2 below. The figure depicts an upward trend of 
disclosures for all the eight broad categories across time. As we can see, from the 
early 90s’ there was a sharp increase in the extent of emissions accounting-related 
disclosures. Among the eight categories, the disclosures related to the category 
‘emissions accounting’ accounted for 27.5 percent of the total disclosures, which 
comprises the highest amount of disclosures. In part, this is because this category 
includes more items than the other categories. The reporting of the climate change-
related issues under all other categories appeared to increase at an increasing rate 
across time. Over the 16 years period, four issues9 out of 25 specific issues have not 
been mentioned by any company, whereas another three issues have been mentioned 
only once by any company across the period10. The issue with the highest level of 
disclosure is information about board committees with explicit oversight 
responsibility for environmental affairs (51 times out of a total of 280 disclosures by 
categories from 1992 to 1997). Interestingly, whilst four of the companies had been 
disclosing this information continuously since at least 2000, Caltex only started 
disclosing this information from 2007. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2: Total Disclosures by Categories 
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5.3 Annual Report Disclosure versus Standalone Social and Environmental 
Report Disclosure 
                                                 
9 These issues being: an organisation has specific board committee for climate change and GHG 
affairs; executive officers’ and senior managers’ compensation is linked to attainment of GHG targets; 
an organisation has third party verification processes for GHG emissions data; and, an organisation has 
specific frameworks for suppliers to provide low-emission raw-materials.  
10 These three issues (issue numbers 7, 20 and 21) were addressed once by Rio Tinto alone. 
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A total of 24 standalone social and environmental (or equivalent) reports have been 
reviewed. The year of the reports that are analysed is identified in Table 2. Table 3 
provides the summary results of the climate change-related governance practices 
disclosed in the standalone social and environmental reports of BHP Billiton, Caltex, 
Rio Tinto, Origin Energy and Santos Limited from 2002 to 2007.  
 
INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE 
INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE 
 
Given the results reported in Table 3 we can see that companies’ climate change-
related governance practice reporting in their annual reports and their social and 
environmental reports seemed to be generally consistent. However, there was one 
exception; one of the issues within the ‘emissions accounting’ category, the third 
party verification for GHG emissions data, was reported in three of the five 
companies’ (Origin Energy, Rio Tinto, Santos Limited) standalone reports, but was 
absent in the companies’ annual reports. Similarly, there are three issues (these being: 
board conducts periodic review of climate change performance, some senior 
executives have specific responsibility for relationships with external actors with a 
specific focus on climate change issues, and company identifies current gaps in GHG 
management) that were not disclosed in the companies’ social and environmental 
reports, but appeared within the respective companies’ annual reports. 
Because social and environmental (or sustainability) reports are arguably published to 
disclose relatively comprehensive information about sustainability issues 
(environment, economic, community, health and safety), it is perhaps not surprising 
that the companies’ sustainability reports provided greater levels of disclosure, 
particularly in relation to the categories ‘emissions accounting’, and ‘research & 
development’ (e.g. information about GHG inventory, GHG reduction targets from 
facilities and products, and the promotion of energy efficiency by developing low 
emission technologies).     
 
Figure 3:  Climate Change-related Corporate Governance Disclosure in Sustainability 
Reports 
Number of Climate Change-related Corporate Governance 
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Figure 3 shows the disclosure trend in standalone reports for the five companies. It is 
notable that all the companies showed an increasing trend in reporting which is 
consistent with the findings in annual reports. Over the 6 year period, six issues out of 
25 specific issues have not been mentioned by any company within their stand-alone 
reports. We also find that the number of disclosure is slightly higher in sustainability 
reports compared to company annual reports over the year, from 2002 to 2007. 
However, whilst the disclosures in the social and environmental reports was slightly 
higher this in itself is somewhat counter-intuitive as we would have reasonably 
expected the social and environmental reports to focus significantly more on what is 
arguably a key social and environmental problem – climate change. 
 
This study has developed a disclosure index based on best practice guides to 
investigate Australian companies’ climate change-related corporate disclosure 
practices. At a general level, the most notable finding from the trends considered 
above is the growth in climate change-related disclosures within both annual and 
social and environmental (sustainability) reports over time. However, Tables 1 and 3 
show that many items of the disclosure index are not being disclosed by the 
companies. This can lead us to question the ‘quality’ of the sample’s disclosures. The 
highest number of disclosure made by any company in any year is by Rio Tinto (16 
out of 25 specific issues in its 2007 annual report) and BHP (16 out of 25 in its 2007 
sustainability report) which seems rather low if we are to accept that our list of 
potential disclosures represents ‘best practice’ reporting. There is therefore an 
opportunity for the companies to increase their level and ‘quality’ of climate change-
related disclosure within the annual and stand-alone sustainability reports.  
 
 
6. Concluding Remarks 
This paper provides a contribution to the social and environmental accounting 
literature as it offers an overview of the reporting practices of major Australian 
companies’ in respect of their climate change-related governance practices – an area 
in which limited information is currently available. This study has employed a content 
analysis research method to investigate the disclosure policies of major Australian 
companies’ in respect of their climate change-related governance disclosure practices. 
A disclosure category has been developed to classify climate change-related 
governance disclosures of the companies. In this exploratory research we expected 
that there might be an increasing trend in corporate climate change-related governance 
practice disclosures over the period of our analysis. Consistent with this expectation 
our finding suggests an increasing trend in companies’ climate change-related 
disclosures.  
However, from this research we can conclude that corporate reporting by major 
Australian companies on climate change-related practices appear to be still at a low 
level.  While there are several items that have been relatively well disclosed (e.g. 
issues under ‘emissions accounting’ and ‘research and development’ categories), none 
of the companies has provided disclosures across all, or nearly all, of the issues 
identified from our review of ‘best practice’. Further, some of the companies in our 
sample provided very limited disclosures across the period of our analysis leading us 
to question the quality of their disclosures. For example across the entire period of 
analysis Caltex provided a maximum of 7 related disclosures (out of our 25 possible 
items) in its annual report (in 2007), and a maximum of 6 disclosures in its 
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sustainability report (in 2004) across all the years of the analysis. If climate change is 
considered to represent significant risks to organisations, particularly those operating 
in carbon intensive industries (such as our sample of companies), then it is 
questionable whether the disclosures currently being made will allow interested 
readers to gain an appreciation of the risks that climate change, and the associated 
mitigation efforts, pose to particular organisations. 
Although at present there is no specific accounting standard for Australian companies 
covering GHG emissions and abatement activities, a report produced by KPMG 
highlighted that ‘for companies to take the lack of an accounting standard as an 
excuse to relax their efforts in this area may be a significant error of judgement’ 
(KPMG, 2008). Therefore, it can be expected that should companies increase the 
extent of their climate change-related disclosure practices then this would conform to 
stakeholders’ expectations about corporate Australia’s accountability in relation to 
climate change. The research reported in this paper, which highlights an apparent lack 
of disclosure in particular areas, might hopefully act as a stimulus for Australian 
corporations to increase the extent of disclosures made in relation to climate change-
related governance practices.   
This research has developed a climate change-related disclosure classification scheme 
and examined its implementation in major Australian companies. Although the report 
focuses on five major Australian companies, it considers the global context of climate 
change-related governance practices. Hence, it can be expected that this classification 
scheme would be useful for companies who want to adopt climate change-related 
governance practices and related disclosures and would help them to capture 
competitive advantage in a carbon-constrained world. The study would also be of 
relevance to investors and other stakeholders in evaluating the accountability of 
companies in relation to strategies for managing climate risk. Finally, the study would 
offer policymakers insights into corporate disclosure practices in relation to 
greenhouse gas emissions and related disclosures, and provides a frame of reference 
for developing related disclosure requirements.  
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Table 1: Climate change-related governance practice disclosures within annual reports (1992 to 2007) 
General 
Issues 
Specific Issues BHP Billiton Caltex 
 
Origin 
Energy 
 
Rio Tinto 
 
Santos 
Limited 
 
BOARD 
OVERSIGHT 
  
1) Whether the organisation has a board committee with 
explicit oversight responsibility for environmental affairs.  
16 (92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 
97, 98, 99, 00, 01, 02, 
03, 04, 05, 06, 07) 
1 (07) 8 (00, 01, 02, 03, 04, 
05, 06, 07) 
12 (96, 97, 98, 99, 00, 
01, 02, 03, 04, 05, 06, 
07) 
14 (94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 
99,00,01, 02, 03, 04, 
05, 06, 07) 
2) Whether the organisation has a specific board committee 
for climate change and greenhouse gas (GHG) related 
issues.  
0 
 
0 0 0 0 
3) Whether the Board conducts periodic reviews of climate 
change performance. 
0 0 0 0 2 (06, 07) 
SENIOR 
MANAGEMENT 
ENGAGEMENT 
AND 
RESPONSIBILITY 
  
4) Whether the Chairman/CEO articulates the organisation’s 
views on the issue of climate change through publicly 
available documents such as annual reports, sustainability 
reports, and websites. 
1 (07) 0 3 (03, 06, 07) 7 (99, 00, 01, 02, 03, 
04, 05) 
4 (03, 05, 06, 07) 
5) Whether the organisation has an executive risk 
management team, dealing specifically with GHG issues.  
4 (03, 04, 06, 07) 1 (07) 0 2 (01, 07) 4 (04, 05, 06, 07) 
6) Whether some senior executives have specific 
responsibility for relationships with government, the media 
and the community with a specific focus on climate change 
issues. 
0 
 
0 1 (07) 5 (03, 04, 05, 06, 07) 0 
7) Whether the organisation has a performance assessment 
tool to identify current gaps in greenhouse gas management. 
0 0 0 1 (07) 0 
8) Whether the executive officers’ and/or senior managers’ 
compensation is linked to attainment of GHG targets. 
0 0 0 0 0 
EMISSIONS 9) Whether the organisation conducts an annual inventory of 
total direct/indirect GHG emissions from operations. 
1 (07) 0 1 (01) 5 (96, 97, 00, 06, 07) 2 (06, 07) 
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ACCOUNTING 
  
10) Whether the organisation calculates GHG emissions 
savings and offsets from it’s projects  
2 (03, 07) 1 (07) 5 (00, 01, 02, 06, 07) 8 (96, 97, 98, 99, 00, 
05, 06, 07) 
2 (06, 07) 
11) Whether the organisation has set an emissions baseline 
year by which to estimate future GHG emissions trends. 
0 0 0 3 (05, 06, 07) 1 (07) 
12) Whether the organisation sets absolute GHG emission 
reduction targets for facilities and products. 
2 (02, 07) 6 (98, 00, 03, 04, 05, 
06) 
5 (97, 98, 01, 02, 03) 6 (00, 03, 04, 05, 06, 
07) 
4 (04, 05, 06, 07) 
13) Whether the organisation has third party verification 
processes for GHG emissions data. 
0 0 0 0 0 
14) Whether the organisation has a specific policy to 
purchase and/or develop renewable energy sources.  
2 (96, 07) 0 10 (97, 98, 00,01,02, 
03, 04, 05, 06, 07) 
2 (97, 07) 5 (02, 04, 05, 06, 07) 
15) Whether the organisation has specific requirements for 
suppliers to reduce greenhouse gas emissions associated 
with their operations.  
0 0 0 0 0 
16) Whether the organisation has a policy of providing 
product information including emissions reduction 
information to the customers through product labelling.  
0 0 5 (01, 04, 05, 06, 07) 0 0 
RESEARCH AND 
DEVELOPMENT  
17) Whether the organisation has a specific policy to 
develop energy efficiency by utilising/acquiring low-
emission technologies.  
7 (95, 96, 97, 00, 03, 06, 
07) 
10 (98, 99, 00, 01, 02, 
03, 04, 05, 06, 07) 
13 (95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 
00, 01, 02, 03, 04, 05, 
06, 07) 
11 (95, 96, 97, 99, 00, 
02, 03, 04, 05, 06, 07)
5 (02, 04, 05, 06, 07) 
18) Whether the organisation has a policy of investment to 
accelerate the research and development of low-emissions 
technologies and support energy efficient projects. 
1 (07) 1 (07) 3 (05, 06, 07) 3 (02, 03, 07) 1 (07) 
POTENTIAL 
LIABILITY 
REDUCTION 
19) Whether the organisation pursues strategies to minimise
exposure to potential regulatory risks and/or physical threats 
to assets relating to climate change. 
5 (97, 00, 03, 06, 07) 10 (97, 98, 99, 01,02, 
03, 04, 05, 06, 07) 
8 (00, 01, 02, 03, 04, 
05, 06, 07) 
5 (97, 99, 05, 06, 07) 5 (02, 03, 04, 05, 07) 
REPORTING/ 
BENCHMARKING 
20) Whether the organisation has specific frameworks to 
benchmark its greenhouse gas emissions against other 
companies and competitors.  
0 0 0 1 (07) 0 
21) Whether the organisation has a policy of compliance 
with Global Reporting Initiatives (GRI) Guidelines or a 
comparable Triple Bottom Line format (e.g. GHG Protocol) 
to report its greenhouse gas emissions and trends.  
0 0 0 1 (07) 0 
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CARBON 
PRICING AND 
TRADING 
22) Whether the organisation has a policy for  trading in 
regional and/or international  emission trading schemes 
2 (06, 07) 0 0 1 (07) 0 
23) Whether the organisation has a policy to assist 
government and other stakeholders on the design of 
effective climate change policies such as carbon pricing 
and/or National Emission Trading Scheme. 
1 ( 07) 0 2 (05, 07) 0 0 
EXTERNAL 
AFFAIRS 
24) Whether the organisation has a public policy to support 
collaborative solutions (e.g. work with the government and 
other organisations in voluntary emission reduction projects) 
for climate change.  
1 (07) 1 (07) 7 (00, 01, 02, 03, 04, 
06, 07)  
3 (05, 06, 07) 1 (07) 
25) Whether the organisation has a policy to promote 
climate friendly behavior within the community by raising 
awareness through environmental sustainability education.   
1 (07) 0 5 (03, 04, 05, 06, 07) 0 2 (05, 06) 
Total  46 31 76 76 52 
( )= Year 
 
 
 
 
Table 2:  Summary of standalone social and environmental (or equivalent) reports reviewed 
Company Year 
 
BHP Billiton 2002-2007 
Caltex 2002 & 2003, 2004 
Origin Energy Limited 2002-2007 
Rio Tinto 2002-2007 
Santos Limited  2004, 2006, 2007 
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Table 3: Climate change-related governance practice disclosures in social and environmental (or equivalent) reports 
General 
Issues 
Specific Issues BHP 
Billiton 
Caltex Origin 
Energy 
Rio Tinto Santos 
Limited 
BOARD 
OVERSIGHT 
  
1) Whether the organisation has a board committee with explicit oversight responsibility for 
environmental affairs.  
6 (02, 03, 04, 
05, 06, 07) 
0 0 6 (02, 03, 04, 
05, 06, 07) 
3 (04, 06, 07) 
2) Whether the organisation has a specific board committee for climate change and greenhouse 
gas (GHG) affairs.  
0 0 0 0 0 
3) Whether the Board conducts periodic reviews of climate change performance. 0 0 0 0 0 
SENIOR 
MANAGEMENT 
ENGAGEMENT 
AND 
RESPONSIBILITY 
  
4) Whether the Chairman/CEO articulates the organisation’s views on the issue of climate 
change through publicly available documents such as annual reports, sustainability reports, and 
websites. 
2 (06, 07) 1 (04) 5 (02, 03, 04, 
05, 07) 
3 (05, 06, 07) 0 
5) Whether the organisation has an executive risk management team, dealing specifically with 
GHG issues.  
6 (02, 03, 04, 
05, 06, 07) 
0 1 (06) 0 1 (06) 
6) Whether some senior executives have specific responsibility for relationships with 
government, the media and the community with a specific focus on climate change issues. 
0 0 0 0 0 
7) Whether the organisation has a performance assessment tool to identify current gaps in 
greenhouse gas management. 
0 0 0 0 0 
8) Whether the executive officers’ and/or senior managers’ compensation is linked to 
attainment of GHG targets. 
0 0 0 0 0 
EMISSIONS 
ACCOUNTING 
  
9) Whether the organisation conducts an annual inventory of total direct/indirect GHG 
emissions from operations. 
6 (02, 03, 04, 
05, 06, 07) 
3 (02, 03, 04) 6 (02, 03, 04, 
05, 06, 07) 
6 (02, 03, 04, 
05, 06, 07) 
2 (06, 07) 
10) Whether the organisation calculates GHG emissions savings and offsets from it’s projects  5 (03, 04, 05, 
06, 07) 
3 (02, 03, 04) 3 (05, 06, 07) 4 (04, 05, 06, 
07) 
0 
11) Whether the organisation has set an emissions baseline year by which to estimate future 
GHG emissions trends. 
2 (06, 07) 0 1 (07) 0 1 (07) 
12) Whether the organisation sets absolute GHG emission reduction targets for facilities and 
products. 
6 (02, 03, 04, 
05, 06, 07) 
0 5 (03, 04, 05, 
06, 07) 
5 (03, 04, 05, 
06, 07) 
3 (04, 06, 07) 
13) Whether the organisation has third party verification processes for GHG emissions data. 0 0 4 (04, 05, 06, 
07) 
6 (02, 03, 04, 
05, 06, 07) 
1 (07) 
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14) Whether the organisation has a specific policy to purchase and/or develop renewable 
energy sources.  
1 (07) 3 (02, 03, 04) 6 (02, 03, 04, 
05, 06, 07) 
0 1 (04) 
15) Whether the organisation has specific requirements for suppliers to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions associated with their operations.  
0 0 0 0 0 
16) Whether the organisation has a policy of providing product information including 
emissions reduction information to the customers through product labelling.  
0 0 6 (02, 03, 04, 
05, 06, 07) 
0 0 
RESEARCH AND 
DEVELOPMENT  
17) Whether the organisation has a specific policy to develop energy efficiency by 
utilising/acquiring low-emission technologies.  
4 (04, 05, 06, 
07) 
3 (02, 03, 04) 6 (02, 03, 04, 
05, 06, 07) 
6 (02, 03, 04, 
05, 06, 07) 
3 (04, 06, 07) 
18) Whether the organisation has a policy of investment to accelerate the research and 
development of low-emissions technologies and support energy efficient projects. 
2 (06, 07) 0 4 (03, 05, 06, 
07) 
5 (02, 03, 04, 
06, 07) 
3 (04, 06, 07) 
POTENTIAL 
LIABILITY 
REDUCTION
19) Whether the organisation pursues strategies to minimise exposure to potential regulatory 
risks and/or physical threats to assets relating to climate change. 
6 (02, 03, 04, 
05, 06, 07) 
3 (02, 03, 04) 6 (02, 03, 04, 
05, 06, 07) 
6 (02, 03, 04, 
05, 06, 07) 
3 (04, 06, 07) 
REPORTING/ 
BENCHMARKING 
20) Whether the organisation has specific frameworks to benchmark its greenhouse gas 
emissions against other companies and competitors.  
1 (07) 0 0 0 1 (07) 
21) Whether the organisation has a policy of compliance with Global Reporting Initiatives 
(GRI) Guidelines or a comparable Triple Bottom Line format (e.g. GHG Protocol) to report its 
greenhouse gas emissions and trends.  
0 0 0 0 1 (07) 
CARBON 
PRICING AND 
TRADING 
22) Whether the organisation has a policy for  trading in regional and/or international  emission 
trading schemes 
1 (07) 0 0 0 0 
23) Whether the organisation has a policy to assist government and other stakeholders on the 
design of effective climate change policies such as carbon pricing and/or National Emission 
Trading Scheme. 
1 (07) 0 1 (07) 0 0 
EXTERNAL 
AFFAIRS 
24) Whether the organisation has a public policy to support collaborative solutions (e.g. work 
with the government and other organisations in voluntary emission reduction projects) for 
climate change.  
3 (05, 06, 07) 0 4 (02, 05, 06, 
07)  
6 (02, 03, 04, 
05, 06, 07) 
2 (04, 07) 
25) Whether the organisation has a policy to promote climate friendly behavior within the 
community by raising awareness through environmental sustainability education.   
5 (03, 04, 05, 
06, 07) 
0 6 (02, 03, 04, 
05, 06, 07) 
0 0 
Total  57 16 64 53 25 
( )= Year
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